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The statements in this report do not take account of the effects of extremes of climate, vandalism
or accident, whether physical, chemical or fire. Bawden Contracting Services Ltd cannot therefore
accept any liability in connection with these factors, nor where prescribed work is not carried out
in a correct and professional manner in accordance with current good practice. The authority of
this report ceases at any stated time limit within it or, if none stated, after two years from the
date of the survey or when any site conditions change or pruning or other works unspecified in the
report are carried out to, or affecting, the subject tree(s), whichever is the sooner.
Limitations of Use and Copyright:
The content and format of this report are for the exclusive use of the client. It may not be sold,
lent, hired out or divulged to any third party not directly involved in the subject matter without
the written consent of Bawden Contracting Services Ltd.
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1. SCOPE OF SURVEY
1.1. The survey is concerned with the arboricultural aspects of the site only.
1.2. No discussions took place between the surveyor and any other party concerning the
trees.
1.3. The trees were inspected on the basis of the Visual Tree Assessment method
expounded by Claus Mattheck in The Body Language of Trees – Encyclopedia of
Visual Tree Assessment, 2015.
1.4. Any recommended tree works will be required to be carried out in accordance with
British Standard 3998:2010 Recommendations for Tree Work [BS3998].
1.5. The planning status of the trees on site was not investigated.
1.6. Any observations made with regards to the condition of built structures are from
the viewpoint of a lay person.
2. REPORT LIMITATIONS
2.1 The tree survey was undertaken from ground level observation of the trees using
only binoculars, rubber mallet and probing tool to aid tree assessment. No invasive
or non-invasive decay detection devices have been used to assess tree health.
2.2 The recommendations and conclusions in this report relate only to the conditions
found on the site visit and inspection. The recommendations laid out in this report
are valid for a period of one year from the date of the report.
2.3 Any alterations made to the site that may affect the trees in question, i.e. changes to
ground level, tree works, extreme weather, hydrological changes etc., may invalidate
the findings of this tree survey and lead to the need for re-inspection of the trees.
2.4 This report is carried out for the assessment of risk and the health and condition of
the trees only.
2.5 Trees are living organisms and their structural condition is subject to rapid change in
response to a wide range of biotic and abiotic factors. Trees have the potential to fail
structurally without any prior indication from reasonable visual symptoms. It is not
possible, therefore, to state that any tree is ‘safe’.
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2.6 It is beyond the scope of this report to comment in relation to indirect or direct
structural damage existing or potential that might be linked to vegetation growth
causing soil subsidence or heave.
2.7 Any recommendations set out in this report are purely advisory and preliminary in
nature and relate to the trees within the current site use.
2.8 Any physical alterations to the site conditions following the date of the tree survey
for the site will likely have the potential to alter the report findings.

3. SITE DETAIL
3.1 St Katharine’s Church of England primary school is set in the unique location of
Savernack forest. The school has an established forest school program and is part of
the Excalibur academy trust.

4. SUBJECT TREES
4.1 The subject of this survey is one large over mature Oak tree (Quercus rober). This
tree is approximately 12m in height, with a stem diameter of approximately
2000mm. The tree has been heavily reduced as a result of being struck by
lightning 4 years ago. The north side of the tree displays reaction growth and is
recovering from the heavy reduction. The pruning cuts will need to be re-pruned, as
the original cuts are not to British standards BS:3998:2010. To the west side of the
tree there is a large hollow stem; the cavity runs the whole length and into the main
stem of the tree by approximately 1m. This stem should be removed if other works
are to be carried out. See Photo 1 to 3 in appendix A.
The upper part of the south side of the tree had died off; the stem has cracked, and
alongside the bark falling off, this stem will soon become unstable and dangerous.
See Photo 4 to 6 in appendix A.

5. DATE OF INSPECTION
5.1. The site was inspected on 07/01/2020.
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6. SURVEY SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Timescale of works
Category

Tree
Tree group
Woodland areas
Plantation area

Total
number Critical
/1
of trees
month
1
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

1 year/part
3
6
of cyclical
months months maintenance
programme
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

6.1. Recommendations for maintenance are given within Appendix A of this survey,
which should be read in conjunction with the location plan (See separate Tree
Report PDF). The recommended works should be carried out, as a minimum, to the
standards set out in BS 3998:2010 Recommendations for Tree Work and only
undertaken by contractors capable of working to the British Standard. Contractor’s
staff should have appropriate craft Certificates of Competency.
6.2. In the exercise of your duty of care in terms of tree safety, it is recommended that
the subject trees should be re-inspected three-yearly and no less than every two
years after extremely strong winds or a change in site circumstances.

6.3. In recent years there have been a number of high-profile court cases involving
death and injury from trees, reinforcing the need for those responsible for trees on
their property to act to prevent injury or death, or damage to property. It is
recommended that Appendix B to this report, describing relevant Acts of
Parliament, be considered.
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6.4. The Birmingham Case. Birmingham City Council (BCC) was operating a reactive tree
management system. A tree fell and killed three people. The Health and Safety
Executive brought and won a court case against BCC under the Health and Safety at
Work Act 1974. Expert witnesses confirmed that the tree had obvious defects that
would have been noted and acted upon had the tree been inspected by a suitably
experienced Arboriculturalist. BCC had not ensured that their property was safe for
staff, contractors or the public because they did not have a proactive system of
inspecting and maintaining their trees.
6.5. Chapman v Barking and Dagenham LBC. A Council owned tree failed and caused
harm. The summary included the following:
"I am satisfied that, despite all encouragement and advice both from external
sources and to some extent from their own officers, the defendant Council did not
at any relevant time to appreciate the distinction between making lists of trees and
routine maintenance, as opposed to systematic expert inspection as often as would
reasonably be required. I find that no such inspections were ever made, that it was
a clear duty on the defendants to make them and that they have failed in that
duty."
6.6. This case indicates that landowners have a duty to employ a qualified Arboriculturist
to systematically inspect their trees on a regular basis.

7. WILDLIFE
7.1. Consideration should be given to wildlife, birds and bats. Care needs to be taken to
protect the valuable habitat and to balance these interests before carrying out work
to trees. The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) protects the roosts
and nesting sites of birds and bats and requires consultation with the statutory
bodies, i.e. Natural England, before carrying out harmful operations. For instance,
heavy fines of up to £5000 for each bat killed are now in place. The Countryside and
Rights of Way Act 2000 also makes it an offence to damage or destroy bats and
other species. Stronger legislation is now in place with the Habitat Regulations
amended in 2007 from the EC, listing many of the species under threat. It may be
prudent to carry out a bat survey prior to any work carried out to mature trees with
significant cavities and bark crevices and to check carefully for nesting birds. Trees
heavily covered in ivy are potential roosting sites and should be checked by tree
surgeons prior to carrying out work and perhaps delaying works until nesting is
finished. If in doubt, always seek advice from the statutory body and, if one is in
place, the site Conservation Officer
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APPENDIX: A

SURVEY
RECOMENDATIONS
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Option 1
The first option is to remove the hollow stem, reduce the dead stem to a suitable
point and tidy up the previous pruning cuts to BS:3998 2010 standards.

The only drawback with this option would be that the tree may require further works
and annual inspections to monitor the tree’s condition.
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Option 2
The second option would be to heavily reduce the tree again back to the crown
break; this, however has the potential to kill the tree and therefore is the least
favorable option.
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Option 3
Option 3 is the least invasive option; this would be to tidy up the previous pruning cuts to
BS:3998 2010 standards. The next step would be to remove the sheds and fence off the tree
with an appropriate fence type and size to stop any access to the tree. This will then allow
the tree to departmentalize and become a great habitat in the future. Due to the tree
having a Tree Preservation Order, undertaking this option will mean that no further works
will need to be carried out to the tree or applications for works to be carried out.
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Photo 1

Photo 3

Photo 2

Photo 4
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Photo5

Photo6
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